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Reconsideration of the application in view of the above amendments and the 
following remarks is requested. Claims 1-19 are in this application. Claims 1, 2, 5, 
15, 16, and 17 have been amended. In addition to the amendments discussed 
below, claims 2, 5, and 17 were amended to recite an embodiment of the invention, 
and claim 15 was amended to correct an inadvertent error. Further, the 
specification has been amended to change the Summary of the Invention. 

The Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1-19 under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1- 
19 of co-pending application Serial No. 10/606,452 in view of Onuki (U.S. Patent No. 
4,739,827). As this is a provisional rejection, applicant requests that the issue be 
delayed until the patentable subject matter of the present application and the '452 
application have been determined. 

The Examiner objected to the drawings under 37 CFR 1.83(a) because the 
drawings show fans 240 and 244 spaced apart from their respective openings 226 
and 232 by an excessive amount. The purpose of the drawings, however, is to 
illustrate the invention, not to show production level detail. With this standard, one 
skilled in the art would readily understand the invention in view of the present 
drawings, and would easily be able to determine an acceptable position of each fan 
with respect to the openings without undue experimentation. 

However, in an effort to further prosecution, FIG. 2D has been amended as 
shown in red on a marked-up copy of FIG. 2D to show a fan more closely positioned 
to the openings as requested by the Examiner. The marked-up copy of FIG. 2D is 
attached in Appendix A. In addition, a replacement sheet for FIGS. 2C, 2D, and 2E 
is attached in Appendix B. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-8 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
anticipated by Fries (German Patent No. 2231469). The Examiner also rejected 
claims 9-12 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Fries or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Fries. The Examiner 
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further rejected claims 14-17 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Onuki 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,739,827). The Examiner additionally rejected claims 18-19 under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Onuki. For the reasons set forth 
below, applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. 
Claim 1 has been amended recites, in part, 

u a first wall that contacts substantially all of the first edge of the air 
flow structure, the first wall having a plurality of openings that extend 
through the first wall such that each opening is surrounded by the first wall, 
no portion of the first wall extending into the plurality of first grooves, the 
first wall preventing a fluid in the first grooves from flowing past the first 
edge, the plurality of openings allowing a fluid in the second grooves to flow 
past the first edge." 

Claim 16 recites similar limitations. 

In rejecting the claims, the Examiner stated that the present application is 
drawn to an embodiment in which the ends of alternate grooves Gl and G2 are 
blocked by plates 220 and 222 with rectangular passages 220A and 222A formed 
therein to permit communication with the grooves from the manifold spaces. The 
Examiner then argued that the scope of the claims as drafted was broad enough to 
cover the plural end covers 11 of Fries. (See page 5 of the April 5, 2005 office 
action.) 

However, the end covers 11 shown in FIG. 2 of Fries can not be read to be 
the first wall of amended claim 1. A single end cover 11 can not be read to be the 
first wall required by claim 1 as Fries does not teach or suggest that a single end 
cover 11 has a plurality of openings. As a result, a single end cover 11 can not be 
read to be the first wall of claim 1. 

In addition, the multiple end covers 11 shown in FIG. 2 of Fries can not be 
read together to be the first wall required by claim 1 because the multiple end 
covers 11 do not contact substantially all of the first edge of the air flow structure. 
As shown in FIG. 2 of Fries, the edge between each pair of adjacent end covers 11 is 
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exposed. As a result, the multiple end covers 11 can not be read together to be the 
first wall of claim 1. 

Thus, since the Fries reference fails to teach or suggest a first wall as 
required by the claims, claims 1 and 16 are patentable over the Fries reference. In 
addition, since claims 2-9 and 12-13 depend either directly or indirectly from claim 1, 
claims 2-9 and 12-13 are patentable over the Fries reference for the same reasons 
as claim 1. 

With respect to Onuki, the Examiner pointed to the top and bottom end 
covers 2 and 3 shown in FIGS. 4 and 8 as constituting the first and second walls of 
the claims. As noted above, claims 1 and 16 require that the first wall contact 
substantially all of the first edge of the air flow structure. However, as shown in 
FIG. 4, Onuki teaches that when bottom end cover 3 is connected to air flow 
structure 1, each length-wise section of the bottom edge of air flow structure 1 is 
exposed. As a result, the end covers 2 and 3 shown in FIG. 4 of Onuki can not be 
read to be the first wall required by claim 1. 

In addition, claims 1 and 16 also require that no portion of the first wall 
extend into the plurality of first grooves. However, as shown in FIG. 8, Onuki 
teaches that when bottom end cover 3 is connected to air flow structure 1, a portion 
of the first wall extends into each first groove of air flow structure 1. As a result, the 
end covers 2 and 3 shown in FIG. 8 of Onuki can not be read to be the first wall 
required by claim 1. Thus, since the Onuki reference fails to teach or suggest a first 
wall as required by the claims, claims 14-19 are patentable over the Onuki 
reference. 
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Thus, for the foregoing reasons, it is submitted that all of the claims are in a 
condition for allowance. Therefore, the Examiner's early re-examination and 
reconsideration are respectively requested. 
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FIG. 2C 
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FIG. 2D 



FIG. 2E 



